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over Yoshida et al in view of Jantsch et al. Claims 1-4 stand rejected under 35 
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U.S.C. 103 (a) as being unpatentable over Yoshida et al in view of Jantsch et al, 
and further in view of Watkiss. Applicants respectfully submit that for the 
following reasons, claim 5 is not obvious by Yoshida et al in view of Jantsch et al 
under 35 U.S.C. 103 (a) and claims 1-4 are not obvious by Yoshida et al in view 
of Jantsch et al and further in view of Watkiss under 35 U.S.C. 103 (a). 
Applicants respectfully request reconsideration and further examination of claims 
1-5. 

In his rejection of claim 5, the examiner states that "Yoshida et al shows in 
Fig. 34 the timed operation of a vacuum belt feeder which includes first opening a 
vacuum valve 13 (at c) and a positive pressure air valve 22 (at a), closing the 
pressure air valve (at b), driving the belt feeder (14), closing the vacuum (at d), 
and then turning off the drive belt." Applicant respectfully submits that this is in 
error. Figure 34 in Yoshida et al does not show a positive pressure air valve 
either opening OR closing, what it does show is the position of the positive 
pressure air valve switching from position a to positipn b. The applicants 
respectfully request the examiner specifically cite where in the reference the 
positive pressure air valve closes during normal operation. The examiner cites 
Jantsch et al solely for the choice of a feed clutch as a known means for 
controlling the movement of the belt. Therefore, since neither Figure 34 of 
Yoshida et al nor Jantsch et al discloses the positive air pressure valve closing, 
Claim 5 is not obvious by Yoshida et al in view of Jantsch et al under 35 U.S.C. 
103 (a), and applicants respectfully submit that rejection of claim 5 on this basis \ 
is in error, and request that the rejection on this basis be withdrawn. 

The examiner states that it would be obvious to have the positive air 
pressure from valve 22 of Yoshida et al delivered in pulses as made obvious in 
Watkiss. As discussed above, Yoshida et al does not disclose valve 22 closing 
at all, merely switching position from position a to position b. It would not be 
obvious to combine the pulses from Watkiss into Yoshida et al, since Yoshida et 
al counts on the constant flow of positive pressure air, only in different directions, 
to separate sheets from the stack. Applicants respectfully request examiner to 
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disclose the motivation to combine these references. Because there is no 
motivation to combine these references, in fact the function of Yoshida et al 
would seem to teach against it, applicant respectfully submits that claims 1-4 are 
not obvious by Yoshida et al in view of Jantsch et al and further in view of 
Watkiss under 35 U.S.C. 103 (a), and applicants respectfully request that 
examiner withdraw the rejection on this basis. 

Examiner further states that with regard to claims 2-3, "merely having the 
air pressure separator (at a of 22 of Fig. 34) of Yoshida et al actuated at the 
same time as the vacuum is actuated (at 13 c of Fig 34) would require mere 
choice or expedience since the apparatus of Yoshida et al could work equally 
well with this type of timed operation". Applicants respectfully request the 
examiner provide a factual basis for the statement that having the air pressure 
separator of Yoshida et al actuated at the same time as the vacuum is actuated 
„ would require mere choice or expedience so applicants can adequately respond. 
In the absense of such, applicants respectfully submit that rejection of claims 2-3 
on this basis is in error, and respectfully request rejection on this basis be 
withdrawn. 

Examiner further states with regard to claims 3 and 4, that "to have the 
time between the closing of the valve 22 (at b) and the activation of the feed belt 
14 of Yoshida et al to be approximately 50 milliseconds would require mere 
choice of expedience based on the timing of the feed rate of the sheets being 
fed". As discussed above, the valve 22 in Yoshida et al does NOT close, but 
merely switches position from a to b. Applicants respectfully request examiner to 
cite a factual basis for the statement that the time between the closing of the 
positive pressure air valve and the activation of the feed belt of 50 milliseconds is 
a "mere choice of expedience" so that applicants may adequately respond. In 
absence of this, applicants respectfully submit rejection of claims 3-4 on this 
basis is in error, and applicants respectfully request the rejection on this basis be 
withdrawn. 


• 

♦ 


Applicants respectfully submit that claims 1-5 are allowable as written, and 
request that the rejections against them be withdrawn. 



submitted, 


Kathleen^K. Bowen, Esq. 
Registration No. 42,352 
Attorney for Applicants 


4 



3^1 


PTO/SB/21 (08-00) 
Approved for use through 10/31/2002. OMB 0651-0031 
U.S. Patent and Trademark Office: U.S. DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE 
Reduction Act of 1995, no persons are required to respond to a collection of information unless it displays a valid OMB control number. 


TRANSMITTAL 
FORM „ 

> be used for all correspondence after initial filing) 


Application Number 


Filing Date 


09/688001 


\ 


10/14/2000 


joDDemn 


First Named Inventor 


Group Art Unit 


Examiner Name 


3651 


H. Grant Skaggs 


Total Number of Pages in This Submission 4 


Attorney Docket Number 


2000009 


ENCLOSURES (check all that apply) 


| | Fee Transmittal Form 

| | Fee Attached 
[ f/ | Amendment /Reply 

| | After Final 

| [ Affidavits/dedaration(s) 

| | Extension of Time Request 

| | Express Abandonment Request 

| | Information Disclosure Statement 

□ Certified Copy of Priority 
Documents) 

□ Response to Missing Parts/ 
Incomplete Application 

□ Response to Missing Parts 
under 37 CFR 1.52 or 1.53 


□ 


□ 
□ 
□ 
□ 


Assignment Papers 
(for an Application) 

Drawing(s) 

Licensing-related Papers 
Petition 

Petition to Convert to a 
Provisional Application 

Power of Attorney, Revocation 
Change of Correspondence 
Address 

Terminal Disclaimer 
Request for Refund 

CD, Number of CD(s) 


Remarks 


□ 


After Allowance Communication 
to Group 

□ Appeal Communication to Board 
of Appeals and Interferences 

□ Appeal Communication to Group 
(Appeal Notice, Brief, Reply Brief) 

| | Proprietary Information 
| | Status Letter 

0 


Other Endosure(s) (please 
identify below): 


Reply Postcard 


RECEIVED 

FEB 0 7 2002 

GROUP 36G0 


SIGNATURE OF APPLICANT, ATTORNEY. OR AGENT 


Firm 
or 

Individual name 


Kathleen K. Bowen 



Signature 



Date 


02/01/2002 



CERTIFICATE OF MAILING 


I hereby certify that thii rim^r^""^ ie ^"0 ^p nftHpH « ith th * lJnitfid stales Postal Senrice with sufficient postage as first class 
mail in an envelope addressed to: Commissioner for Patents, Washington, DC 20231 on this date: Q2/0 1 /2002 

Typed or printed name 

<athleen K. Bowen 

^Signature 


Date 



on the amount of time you' are^uired to^omplete'this'forr?i should be' sent to the Chief Information Officer, U.S. ^^^^j?^^^^'^^^ or) ' 
DC 20231 DO NOT SEND FEES OR COMPLETED FORMS TO THIS ADDRESS. SEND TO: Assistant Commissioner for Patents, Washington, DC 20231 . 


